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Abstract 
It is well-known that there is a lot of information about the safety and health at work, provided by several EU organizations. The 
laws, strategies and solutions regarding the best practices developed in other parts of the world can also provide additional 
valuable information and references for creating safe, healthy and productive work places. Thus, a first measure to be taken, 
which represents the basis of the European approach, consists in organizing national campaigns in all EU Member States. The 
purpose of these campaigns is to reduce the number of work related accidents and occupational disease cases through a better risk 
assessment. Such a complete and regular risk assessment can be done by organizations of any size, in any area, simply and 
efficiently. From our perspective, a good professional security management should be seen as an investment, not as an expense - 
it can bring profit in terms of productivity; moreover, health at the workplace should be understood in the same way. Often, 
organizations do not asses workplace risks properly. In order to illustrate the above mentioned statements related to the 
assessment of the risks in the public and private sectors and to reveal its effect on employees, we applied a questionnaire (made 
up of 17 questions) to a sample of 75 people. The questionnaire was applied in a public institution, i.e. Hârşova Town Hall (50 
persons) and in a private one, operating in the field of car dealers (25 people: Secretariat, Accounting, Human Resources, Sales, 
Logistics, Marketing offices), aiming at identifying the employee’s understanding of the notions of “security and health at the 
workplace”, “occupational hazard”, “work environment”, in relation to the employer’s obligations and to psychosocial 
influences. 
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1. Introductory remarks on the psychological issues related to the work environment 
The psychological and social factors may positively or negatively influence any employee in the work he/she 
performs. Job satisfaction depends on the employee’s expectations and on the possibilities of the work environment 
to meet them. These expectations may be related to salary, opportunities for professional development, management, 
collaborative relationships with others and to the extent of the employee’s freedom to influence labor organization 
(Stansfeld and Candy 2006:459-460). Factors that positively influence it are: the employee’s opportunities to 
influence the work process, the professional development opportunities, the sense of safety related to keeping the 
job and the safety at work in general, as well as the good relationships with colleagues and with the company’s 
management. Examples of factors that negatively influence the employee are: fear and threats regarding a possible 
dismissal, salary cuts, very limited room for manoeuvre, fewer opportunities for employees to influence their own 
work environment, poor relationships with colleagues and with the company’s management, a less stimulating or 
boring labor content and insufficient social support (Cioca and Moraru 2010: 19-20). These negative factors lead to 
discomfort and may cause occupational diseases. National and international researches have shown a strong 
connection between the environmental factors at work and the employees’ mental problems/ psychosomatic 
reactions (Sprince 1995:27). The concern of being exposed to violence or threats at the workplace is often a burden 
on the employees’ psyche, especially on those engaged in solitary work. Usually, a person exposed to violence has 
various types of psychiatric and psychosomatic reactions which, in the worst case, can cause permanent 
psychological problems, and the so-called post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). Monotonous and repetitive work, 
which does not involve the human being’s ability to think, but only the motor functions, may have different long-
term effects. Instances of such psychological reactions are: low self-esteem, passivity, indifference and lack of 
interest in professional duties (Godin, Kittel and Coppieters 2005:67).  
A great deal of work or the work against the clock can lead to negative stress reactions which, on a long-term, 
may cause mental illness. They may also diminish the employee’s attention and thus result in the risk of injury. 
Among other things, epidemiological investigations have shown that the risk of mental exhaustion, anxiety, 
depression and psychosomatic illness increases. Many types of work require the engagement in relationships with 
other people, as well as a great personal responsibility in fields such as: social services, health services and medical 
care, education and management. Such work may cause the employee feel unable to cope with the work tasks and 
can also lead to exhaustion and psychosomatic symptoms (Biron, Brun and Copper 2006: 27-28). Conflicting 
relationships with colleagues and with the company’s management, marginalization and sexual harassment were 
found to be central factors leading to the occupational diseases of the nervous system. Research has shown that the 
misunderstandings regarding the distribution of work tasks and responsibilities can lead to the lack of self-
confidence, depression and psychosomatic reactions, as well as to the acceleration of the heart’s activity and high 
blood pressure. The uncertainty about keeping the job, the lack of competence and satisfactory professional 
development, as well as the risk of being redistributed to another job or of dismissal, due to the introduction of new 
automated technologies, can affect mental health and may cause psychosomatic symptoms (Moraru). 
Romania is above the European average regarding health and safety inspections at work, but the work-related 
psychosocial risk management is almost neglected in practice, show the ESENER survey findings of the European 
Agency for Safety and Health at Work regarding the new and emerging risks, presented by the specialists at 
Alexandru Darabont National Research and Development for Labor Protection (Institutul National de Cercetare-
Dezvoltare pentru Protectia Muncii Alexandru Darabont - INCDPM). Specialist Anca Antonov, Head of ET 
INCDPM Certification has declared that psychosocial risks, namely stress, violence and harassment at the work 
place, intensely affect human relationships, but also the productivity and quality of work.  
According to ESENER data, 67% of the Romanian companies employed work safety experts but only 29% 
employed psychologists. The ergonomic experts are present in 16% of the Romanian companies, while in Finland 
and Sweden they work in 77% and respectively in 68% of the companies. The survey highlights that the countries 
less concerned with work-related psychosocial risk management (such as Sweden, Finland, Denmark) are precisely 
those where companies intensively use psychologists’ services. According to INCDPM experts, the awareness and 
prioritization levels, the management commitment and employees’ involvement are important factors in the 
management of psychosocial risks. The survey’s conclusions reveal that psychosocial risks are more difficult to 
address due to the sensitivity of the issue, the lack of awareness, of time resources, of personnel and of money. The 
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perceived sensitivity of the matter is most often invoked by large companies. In INCDPM, based on several studies 
and research, a guide for the prevention of psychosocial risks, the first of its kind in Romania, has been completed.  
2. Research methodology: objectives, sample and instruments 
This case study aims at highlighting the workers’ perception on the assessment of risks regarding the safety at 
work, as well as the way in which they understand the concepts of “work environment”, “occupational hazard”, 
“employee’s rights” and “accident at work”. Consisting in 17 questions with 3 multiple choice answers, the 
questionnaire also invites the respondents to formulate their own answers. The main objective of this case study is 
represented by the investigation on how the employees are informed and trained regarding the occupational hazards 
and their assessment. Another important issue is represented by the way in which the employees perceive their work 
environment, as it reveals its influence on their psyche and social life.  
In what regards the gender structure of the sample, 26 men and 49 women (thus, a total of 75 subjects) 
participated in this study. In terms of percentage, the male individuals represent 35%, while the female gender 
represents the majority, i.e. 65% of subjects. Regarding the work environment, i.e. public or private, the sample 
consists of 50 public administration employees (working at Hârşova Town Hall) and 25 employees work in a private 
institution, operating in the field of car dealers. In terms of percentage, the questionnaire was applied to a sample 
consisting in 67% employees working in public administration and 33% employees working at a private company. 
Regarding the age variable, we notice that the range is quite large, i.e. between 22 and 58 years. The case study was 
conducted through a questionnaire, consisting of 17 questions (open or multiple choice questions) on the employees’ 
perception and their level of training regarding the risk assessment of work accidents and occupational diseases. We 
chose to apply the questionnaire both in a public and private environment in order to ascertain if there is any 
difference in the importance of this global problem and in the employees and employers’ involvement. For this 
reason, the interpretation of data was done on a percentage basis, for each work environment separately. 
3. Data analysis and interpretation 
The first question intends to uncover the definition given by employees to their “rights regarding safety and 
health at work”. Thus, in the public environment, all subjects answered correctly, i.e. “The right to be trained on 
occupational hazards and the right to be protected from the dangers at work”; in the private environment, two 
respondents defined security and health at work as the “right to receive sick leave and financial support from the 
employer for any health issue”. In what regards the second question, “What does an occupational hazard 
represent?”, 100% of the respondents from both in the private and public sectors have correctly defined it. Thus, the 
private and the public sector have the same diagram. To the third question, “To what extent do you consider that you 
are subject to risks of occupational diseases or work accidents?”, 100% of the respondents working in the private 
institution chose variant b), thinking, thus, that “there are not special risks”. In contrast, 84% of the public institution 
employees answered that they were subject to risks “to the same extent as most of the employees” and 16% 
generally thought that the risks were very high. To the fourth question, “How would you define your work 
environment?”, the majority of the respondents from both institutions said that they generally work in an 
environment where there are no special risks. However, 4 respondents from the private institution and 3 from the 
public institution said that they work in an environment which “is very safe for their health”. 
The fifth question investigates the respondents’ perception about the possible errors triggering a work accident. 
To this question, the employees of the two institutions gave different answers. 52% of the public institution 
employees agreed with the statement according to which a work accident is triggered by “errors in the risk 
prevention system and in the employees’ protection against these risks, the fault belonging to the employer”, while 
34% agreed that this happened due to “the decisions and execution errors made by employees” and 14 % said that 
“the fault belongs both to the employer and the employee”, on the one hand, but also to the work security and health 
instructor, on the other hand. Regarding the private institution, 32% said that the fault belonged to the three parties 
(i.e. employee, employer and instructor), while 28% said that it was the employees’ fault and 20% said that the fault 
belonged either to the instructor or to the employer. This means that most of the employees of the private institutions 
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deny their contribution to a possible work related accident. For the sixth question, the subjects were interviewed 
whether they had been trained (upon their employment) on the risk of injury and occupational diseases. 82% of the 
public institution employees answered affirmatively and 18% answered negatively, unlike those of the private 
institution whose percentage of affirmative answers was 100%. In this case, we may conclude that the private 
institution pays more attention to training upon the employment. The seventh question is an open question, asking 
the respondents to enumerate three occupational diseases they have been subjected to or have been informed that 
they were subject to. In both institutions the answers varied and most have listed diseases affecting the eye, namely 
56% for the public institution and 72 % for the private institution. While 100% of the private institution employees 
have fully answered this question, 20% of the public institution employees did not have enough time to answer this 
question or did not consider it important enough. Besides eye disorders, other diseases listed in a fairly large 
percentage were those affecting the nervous system, weight problems caused by static activities or affections of the 
bones and muscles. 
At the eighth question, the respondents had to choose between the three individual variables that may influence 
their work. 64% of the public institution employees said that fatigue is the man limiting factor, while 60% of the 
private institution employees mentioned all three variables: fatigue, strong emotions and stress and professional 
conflicts. Cumulating these answers with 28% who also chose the factor of fatigue, it is clear this is considered the 
main individual variable that can affect work abilities. It should be noted that no public institution employee 
mentioned professional conflicts. At the ninth question, the respondents were asked to choose the elements that, in 
their opinion, may favor work accidents or occupational diseases. 100% (in both institutions) chose “psychic 
pressure and work overload”. This reveals that their work environment is similar, without the existence of dangerous 
instruments or of special physical effort. The tenth question aims at highlighting the frequency of work related 
accidents in each environment, from the perspective of each employee. 84% of the public institution employees and 
92% of the private institution employees said that, in their environment, work related accidents are extremely rare. 
No respondent could state that work related accidents, in his/her environment, are common or very common.  
The eleventh question investigates the employees’ perception on those work related factors which are dangerous 
for their safety and health. In both institutions, the majority said that the long hours spent in front of the computer 
and on the phone are dangerous (74% public institution employees; 48% private institution employees). Other 
factors listed were stress and sedentary activities; 16% of the public administration employees did not answer this 
question. One of the goals of this survey was to highlight the employees’ perception regarding the parties 
responsible for risk prevention and safety at work. 56% (public institution) and 72% (private institution) of the 
respondents think that risk prevention depends on “each employee”. Nevertheless, there are respondents (34%, in 
the public institution) who think that the responsibility belongs to the employer, which denotes some frustration of 
civil servants. 
The thirteenth question aimed at identifying the employees’ information sources on the occupational hazards to 
which they are subjected. 42% of the public administration respondents did not answer this question, while 28% said 
that they found about it from the physician, 20% at the training upon their employment and 10% from the internet. 
In the private sector, 88% said that they found about it at the training upon their employment and only 12% 
mentioned the doctor as a source of information. After the centralization of the answers to this question, the civil 
servants’ relative ignorance may be noticed. This may be due to the lack of time, the decreased level of importance 
paid to this topic or to the poor motivational system that diminishes the enthusiasm of the daily activity at the 
workplace. The fourteenth question, “How do you categorize this issue regarding the risk assessment of health and 
safety at work?” revealed great differences in terms of the answers of the respondents from the two environments. 
Thus, in the public environment, 62% of the respondents do not pay too much importance to risk assessment, 
considering that “there are other rights more important than that”; 24% think that it “is a right that they should take 
into account” and only 14% call it “a fundamental right”. However, at the private institution, 60% of the respondents 
pay great importance to this issue. It may be noted, once more, that within the public environment, the employees 
tend to consider that their most important right is remuneration and financial motivation, the other rights being less 
important. 
The fifteenth question also asks the employees to choose one of the two variants, i.e. “a salary increase by 5%” 
and “the company/ institution’s investment in a safer work environment”. To this question, 80% of the public 
administration respondents opted for a salary increase, 16% for the company’s investment for a safer work 
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environment and only 4% said that they should not be asked to choose between the two options because the second 
one is an obligation of the employer. 80% of the private institution employees said that they preferred “the 
company’s investment for a safer work environment” to the detriment of the income increase by 5%, which means 
that they are more financially motivated than the public institution employees. The sixteenth question tried to 
establish a percentage of the workplace influence on the employees’ physical and mental health. 68% of the public 
institution employees established a proportion of 50%. In what regards the private environment, these employees 
also consider that the proportion of 50% is the most appropriate. None of the respondents opted for the third variant 
stating that the work environment influences the psychical and mental health by a very low percentage. The last 
question asked the respondents to propose a measure that would improve the safety of their work environment. Only 
19 of the 50 employees in the public environment answered this question, 20% proposing the instalment of air-
conditioning or the movement of the existing installation farther from their offices, 10% asking for more efficient 
safety and 8% claiming that their work environment is safe enough. In the private institution, 72% think that they 
have no measure to propose; 12% would like longer lunch breaks and 16% did not answer this question. 
4. Conclusions 
Facilitating the access to the optimization of the integration of persons in the system of professional demands, to 
the preservation and efficient use of his/her creative potential, work health and safety represent, nowadays, a 
multidisciplinary field that integrates the preoccupations in technical disciplines and the humanities, in order to find 
the most appropriate means to project job functionality. The ultimate goal of this activity is to preserve human life 
and integrity during the labour process, preventing accidents and occupational diseases (Hilton, Whiteford, Sheridan 
et al. 2008: 751-752). Part of the social protection to which it confers weight and value in the socio -economic 
balance, work health and safety have always had a strong humanitarian nature. Any society that recognizes “the 
human being both as value and ultimate purpose” will admit that the protection of his/her life is fully justified by 
and entitles any effort, no matter how great. On the other hand, the financial resources are limited and, regardless the 
social strength of this activity, in the market economy conditions, the establishment of the priorities regarding the 
allocation of these resources should be based on economic criteria. In Europe, as we have already stated, the risk 
assessment at the work place is one of the most important responsibilities of the employer. 
According to the centralization of the questionnaire results presented in the case study and to a study made at the 
level of the European Union in 2009, it was revealed that the employees believe that their salary and the short-term 
safety of their jobs are more important than their health and work conditions. In Romania, 70% of the respondents 
think that the salary is the most important aspect when they have to decide on a new job, shows the European 
Survey on health and the workplace, conducted by the European Agency for Safety and Healthy at the Work (EU- 
OSHA). Job safety was on the second place; in Romania, 37% of the respondents stated that this was a decisive 
factor. The work program is important for 23% of Romanians, while only 16% are interested in the health and safety 
conditions at work. Moreover, Romania registers the lowest percentage from this perspective, similarly to Hungary 
and Estonia, where only 19% of respondents pay importance to health and safety conditions. The European mean is 
36%, the most interested people in this aspect being the Swedish. In the EU member countries, a great number of the 
employees believe that their health problems are caused by their work place. Thus, 28% of the Europeans have 
answered that their health condition is influenced to a large extent by their jobs and 47% answered that their jobs 
influence their health to some extent. According to the survey, in Romania, 41% of the respondents blame, “to some 
extent”, their job for their poor health condition and 31% “to a great extent”. 8% of the respondents think that their 
job does not affect their health at all. People aged between 35 and 54 years are most concerned of this aspect, 79% 
stating that their job influences their health condition “to some extent”. 
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